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FOREWORD

-1

/ This report is one of eight volvmeswhich descr ibe the findings and

procedures of the Instructional DimensiOns, Study. The Study was funded

by th0 National Institute of EducatiOn (NIE) as part of the, Compensatory

EducatiOn Study, a comprehensive research program conducted in respOnse,'
e.-

to a-mandate by thit U.S. angress in the. Education Amendments of 1974.

The findings of the:comprehensive study areto be reported to Congress

prior ,to its deliberatioos in .'1977-1978 regarding the extension of the

Elementary 4nd Secondary Education Act. k

NIE conceived four main themes for addressing the issues of concern

, to Congress. The themes ar4e Student Development, Services to Children,

Funds Allocation, andAdministration of Compensatory Nucatioh Programs.*

The Student Development section,incl syntheses of previOus evaluations

___.--6f----reading and. mathematic's programs, studies of alternative. designs for

deliVery of compensatory education, and the present study of instruction;

I

the Instructional' Dimensions Study. This Study is designed both to

gather data on or-6gram effectiveness in readingrand mathematics and

to complement the NIE National Survey of CoMpensatory Education, which

describes the Ways Title I funds are used nationally.

The Instructional Dimensions Study is an in-depth assessment of the

relationships between selected instructional constructs and students'

achievement. These constructs, as measured by the present study, are

briefly defined below.

INDIVIDUALIZATION: Individualized instruction,ls,defined'as. the use

of the following instructional strategies:

a.

.

I.

Matching students to curriculum levels by use,of,pre..tests 7 I/ o.

Matching students to curriculum levels by use of.,
Mastery tests

. .

.:

Testing practices
Q

f; °

..

Assignments and grouping practices
e

-

. k , 6 ..

Usdof alternative Jearning routes for students with : , ,

learning afficulties

Sequencing and pa1,ng of students tfirou6h instructional '`
material's.. ,

,t,

0

IO
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OPPORTUNITY: Opportunity to learn has two aspects', quantitative

and. qualitatiVe: Thequantitative aspect.is basically the amount of

time available for learning. The qyalitative aspects is the overlap

between what is taught and what is assessed on the tests used to measure

'student learning,.

MOTIVATORS: Motivational factors reflec both, interpersonal

classroom behaviors and curricular features that are hypothesized to

encourage and support learning.

1..
.

.
.

tOTRUCTIONAL.EVENTS: .Thislconstruct includes.the quantity of

interactions devoted to manageMent and lr-cognit'N/e teaching of indiiduals,
. .

- ' small groups and the who/ le class; and the nature of teacher interactivel
i

'behavi'ors with students. , -. .

TEACHER BACKGROUND: Te cher character stipts measured by this con-

struct include the number of ars teaching.at the same school, highest

degree earned, and the number of.hou.rs of training (identified according .4'

to training activities and content categories) comp4eted during the past

three years.

These five constructs are the elements 9f Ole Instructional imensions

'Model. They were essentially dr:awn...from the work and expelience of William

Cooley and Gaea Leinhardt at.the Learning Researdh and Development Center

aat, the ,Uni rsity of Pittsburgh, PennsylVania . The data for all elements

of the Stu were collected through interviews, 4ideotape recordings, and

analysis a d transcription of written materials. In additionr,the Study'

collected nformation on nstructional settings for compensatory education,

costs, services provided by 'school-districts, and th'e criteria Used by

districts to determine eligi6ility and participation for school. buildings
A .

and .students in compensatory education. programs:-

Classrooms participating in the Study were selected' according to

three primary dimensions: reported degree of individualization, setting,

and neil6hborAood economic status. The Study reflects. a focused interest

,in the effectiveness of the Study Model definition of individualized'

instructional pra,kices as found within the jample of classrooms, IfUt not

in registering the results of these practices at 'the national levet.
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The analysis samples were obtained from 90 school buildings in 1,4t

school districts, with approximately 200,classroom
1

teachers, 150 compen-

satory education teachers, and 4,506 students. Pretests of student'achieve-

ment and attitudes were conducted in Septemberand early October, 1976, and
, i 7

posttests were administered in April and early May, 1.977. Data analyses were

conducted. over instructional'units (based on the teacher or unique pair of
'

teachers providing instruction to a subset of students within a classroom)

for first grade reading, first gra& math, third grade reading; an third

S.-
grade -math. a

The reports are organized intp ild0 series. The Final Reports of the

Instructional Dimensions Study are Executive Summary, and Study Findings.

Six Supporting Reports provide detailed explanations of the procedures

followed ,by the Study team: Curriculum Analysis Procedures; Data

Collection Management, Program Cost Analysis, School Relations, Video

Data Documentation, and Study Instruments and File Documentation._

The analysis of the results, reported tn Study, Findings arid'

Executive Summary, was conducted during Jury, 19.71., The. 17 months avail-
!'

.able for the overall conduct of the'Study allowed sufficient time for

project planning, data collection., and the development of the data bpse.

The time availabjelfor project analyses did not al low.. for_ analytical work

.beyond the direct investigation of the simple impacts of Individualization.,,
. .

Opportunity,- Motivators, In5X.cuctional Events, Teacher Background,

instructional settings,and costs. The results of further' analyses of the

data %Sill be presented in-future reports. These reports will also,include

analysr.s2of additional,testing to ibe conducted in fall, 1977, l,th a

sample of students from the pres t Study analyses-samples.

A consortium headed by Kirschner Associates, Inc., of Washington,

D.C.; $,Iias funded by NIE in March, 1976, to conduct the Instructional

Dimensions Study. Other membersof the consortium were Education TURNKEY

,Systems, Inc.', of Washington, D.C.; and the LearningResearch and
,

Development Center ofPittsburgh, Parisylvania, Steiger, Fink and Kosecdff,

Inc., of Los Angeles, California, and McLean, Virginia, was involved in the

initial design and development of the curriculum analysis procedures.

:

SepteMber, 1977 / Hugh Poynor
Principal Investigato

t
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INTRODUCTION

Program cost analysis was includ in the Study in order to allow .

the cost effectiveness of.program 'charac -ristics to be examined along

with their educational effectiveness.. Criti al to the conduct of the

cost analysis is the identification of the spe 'fic resources utiNzepil

in any given program. By determining the amount each'resource con-
,

sumed in the operation ofthe program and identifyin the price associ-

atedated with the resource, the cost of all resources coeS6 'ed in the pro-

gram (i.e., the total program cost) is determined. The p toss of.

analisis (identification of a resource;cost) and syntheSis ummation

:to 'a total program cost) makes the cost contribution of each resource

to total' program cost available for study as well.

Program cost analysis results relate to the educational effeCti\ve-

ness.analysis results in at Itasi two ways. /First,,the cost.analysis

results can be dir9ctly, contrasted with reading and math Rrogram

achievement, att.tude,.aiid/or attendance outcomes in order to explore

possible felationships between total progr'am cost (or relevant cost
,

. subtotals) and prograM oucome. Second, the'educationg effectiVeness

analySis, which examines the relatiOnship of specific program charac7
.

teristicS (e.g., Individualization, Opportunity, Instructional] Events)

-to outcomes can-be used as a guide for examination of specific program

configurations'which show greater or lesser educational promise!) The

program cost analysis can provide estimates.of the costs associated

with these specific configurations.

Thecost analysis technique used in the Study focuses upon the,

determination of the cost of all resources devoted ,to a specifiCaca-

demic program for each of the classroom or sUb-crassroom analysis units

included in the StudE The next section details the methodology of the

program cost analysis.
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METHODOLOGY
'1

Resource Coniumption Model

2

The phrase "cost of all resources devoted to'a specific academlc

program" has £ very specific meaning which the reader should clearly -

understand before trying to place program cost analysis results in the

context of other "cost" studies or data with,which he or she may be

familiar. An academic program as viewed by an individual student or

group of "students may be considered as a set of resources all serving'

a specific purpose. ror-this Study,,this purpose is the provislon of

reading or math- instruction to early elementary student's in scho
4.

which are Title particiOating or Title I eligible.

An obvious list of such resources might include:.

Books;

Audovisual devices and the associated software; and

,Other types of instructional equipment.

At least as',important, though somewhat less obvious, would be the'

following resources:

--------

The time of teachers spent in the classsroOnLactuayy pro-

)
.viding the instruction;

The time of paraprofessionals/aides in this same regard;And

The time of an one el who actually has student contact for
this inst ucCon.

Even less obyious are the following resources which the student may or

may not actually see but whicH,are as surely devoted to this specific

academ4 program as are the above items which involved studer?t contact:

The -time of teachers, administrators, and others spent in
planning the instructional program;-

.

. 10-
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c

The time of these'personnel spent in training for this pro-
gram pips training materials or consultants;

3

o- The time of these personnel spent in makin the decisions

which are critical for the rall effective operatibn of

the program"decisions materials, classroom organizations,
training agenda, and so on; -siod

', The time of administrators in the overall administrative or
record keeping activities necessary for the operation of the
program plus administrative materiali or other' administrative .-...

-. .-../ . 7
resources. \ ,

...

Each _of the resources listed above haS a cost associated with it;

books and materials have prices; consultants have fees; and personnel

are piid salaries which incur fringe benefit costs. The problem can be (

viewed as oneof first identifying how muck of--- given resource (e.g.,

how many books, how.much ti' is devoted to the program and then deter-

mining the cost,orthis a unt of resobrcestby using the Yprice" asso-\

CPbted.with that resourc- For instance, if a principal devotes 10per-

cent'of his/her timeno an. activity specifically related to the compen-,

satory education modingprograM in thatschooll then, 10 parcel of the

salary and fringe benefit costs associated with that principal would be

considered part of the total cost of t t program. For ease of dompari-
4 4

son between programs, the-cost figisr just arrived at could be divided w

by the. appropriate number of students served in that building to obtain

the cost per student of thatresource.=

Exhibit r shows a format that can be used for summarizing this

.
costing process when applied to any given reading or.math program. The

first column lists the potential,resources that coUld'be allocated tor,

some degree to the program. The next six columns list the activities

(tailed "Functions" in Exhibit 1). which-comprise the overall program. '

The total amount of each resource'allocated to each activity per student-
.

woUld be determined using a variety of cost data obtained fromthe dis-
,

-trict and school in question; A number of,,celJs in Exhi 't 1 have been

crbssed out; these represent resoJrce /function intersec ions which have

no logical basis (e.g., consuming books arid audrovisual software during
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ilesources

') -A

EXHIBIT If.
PROGRAM COST ANALYSIS STRUCTURE

Personnel
'Regular Teacher
Supplemental Teache*
Paraprd7ssional
Princippl
District Comp Ed Direcior
Other Staff

Consumables
, Books and AV Materials

Equipment
AV Equipment
Other Instructiobal Eqpt.
Administration Eqpt.

4

Miscellaneous
,Training Expenses'

Admin. Expenses

.(
Functions

f

for

C
0s--

0 ,...
,_ 0 o
m t _ c

1.11S
= 0/ 4..i
MMO

Ct (...)

,

.J. it
1M C

-i 0c--
0 ...,
s o0 =,S
C. .440.0.0MN

.

P
,

mscM..SC
M C

a. c...

ms c4 ...SC
MOM
o_ I
. ,

c.,sic)
M M 'S-0C,
MOt.)..

, n.. 0 =

.

I

.i- E
....,s 0

m y...SC
M COSO
a. < +-I

1- x 13

...

17
i
22 '

ilk

x
x 7 14 18 23 x

`2 8 x x yx X

x x 15 39 24 26

x x 16 20 25 27

. 9 x
. x x x ,

.

10 x 4
h

.

.i. ,X." . f

v

. ,

x

f

5 -11 x

..e.

pc(

,
.

.

- ...

'6 12 x x x x

x x x x- x 28

.. x
(

x x 21, x
, e

x
x x x x 29

*Supplemen,tal in's.tructicn is that ir.;tructiOn provided- to a student or
group of students beyond or in addition to the regular instructional
program within a given school. The'Study focused upon compensator)=,

'education a5 supplcfflehA.,31 nstruction. This 4eing the case,' he-
supplemental teacher in ,the, Study is a compensatol'y education teacher.

,.

t

o .
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A

administrative activities). ly the 29 resource/function cells not

crbssed out in this matrix ul need to be filled to obtain an esti-

mate of the overall progi-am co t per student (as well as function, and

resource subtotali)4 -

5 -

In order to calculate each of these 29 cell totals for any given

pram,
the costing methodology described above would be followed.

Exhibit II, using example data, displays in schematic fashion the spe-

cific costing methodologrtilized: Moving fi-amieft to right in Ex-

hibit II, the resources associated with specific activities are identi-

fled, priced, converted to per pupil costs, and su d over all resources

to obtain an activity subtotal (this movement j identical to mo>lng

from top to bottom of a furIction column of Exhibit I) and then summed

over all activities to obtain a total yearly program cost per pupil.

Tying Prices to Resources to Obtain Cost.Estimates

AS' indicated above, applicatiOn of theeresqurce consumption model .

`involves frest identifying the quantity of that, resource consumed n a

'given program (e.g.ijamount of teacher time,amount of administrator

time) and then tying a price to that resource in order to estimate 'the

cost of that amount of resource. An important question here is whether
A

to adjust prices /%45aTIdds-educational resources (e.g., teacher sal-
(

sal -

ary) td a common standard for the nation, e.state or fOr some other unit

larger than an .individual classroom or buAididg. A teacher with an M.A.

degree and sx years of experience, for instance, wilt peiceilot a vastly

different salary if he/she worked in a large urban center than if he/she_

worked in rural district. 'Differences in the cost of living-M,

the impact of local labor supley/demand conditions, and' the power of

local teachers' organizations are just a few of many reasons for such

df ereeees. In studies that are either statewide or nationwide in scope,

one id argue for the use of standard pricing so that diff nces in

cost accurately reflect differencet ih the amounts, o11 resources con=

sumed rather than simply differences in prices.

13
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On the other hand,'lotal price/salary structures undoubtedly influ-

ence the actual mix of resources found in any given program. The trade-

offs among educational resources at two different sites using ostensibly

amilar programs may vary depending' upon the relative price of these

resources. Where paraprofessionals are relatively less cdstly with re-

spect to certified teachers; more paraprofessionals may be d, and

where the opposite is true regarding relative prices the.opposite'may

well be true regarding the relianCe on paraprofessionals. Given this

interaction of the local prict.structure with the actual configuration

of the programai.operated locally and the resource mix nature of com-

pensatory e4ucation programs in general, an argUment can be made for the"

use of. local or actual pricts in the cost analysis.

Further, where numerous comparisons are to be made ammprograms

within a given site, local pricing would be the appropriate choice. Data

limitations, such as using the school average as the repdrting.leve ,for

salary data (as the case in the-Study), could act to mask certain

price variations present among smaller subunits within the reporting

level used (e.g., between classrooms or individual-teachers). The,useh.

of further price standardization may be both of limited value in re-

moving the effects of local price variation's on progrim cost and diffi-

cult-to accomplith, given the lack of detail associiatedwithsuch aggre-

gated actual 4ata (e.g., aggregated levels of experience or degree levels

or details of actual salary structures).

Also, by focusing upon the proportion of total Costs represented by

a given resource or resource subtotal, loCal price effects may be mini--

mized. The Study will examine both absolute dollar program costs and

these corresponding proportions.

Thus;the-prices used in the Study are all local prices., Future

analysis could examine the impact of standard prices, but limited anal-
.

0

ysis time during the primary phaie precludes this issue from further

study at this time.

15 'Or
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Program Costs Per Pupil in the Context of Overall Education Costs

and School Finance

To this point, the reader has been provided with a detailed defini-'

tion of_the obese "cost of all ,resources devoted to a specific academic

program." Next, the issue of program cost will be placed inthe overall_

context of education costs and finance, The resources which are devoted

to any given academic program are provided through a pattern cif
funt".

ding
I

which draws upon Federal, State, and local sources. Exhibit 141 pre-

sents aklghly simplified view of this flow of funds to_ ant individual
- for

prosrel;-in this case a reading program far student's in an erementar
. ,

schoolshaving a concentration of compensatory educatiou students..4It
c

should be noted that the dollar figures shown in Exhibit III are Mut-

trative in nature; these figures are not intended as being representa-

tive of actual dollar amounts from such funding ources nationwide,,Aor

are they intended as guidelines for proper practc ce. This exhibit ls

6 included here to allow the reader to be able to relate the prograffi cost

.figures in the Study to discussions of educational cost or finance issues'

to be found elsewhere in the research literature.

In Exhibit III; a total of $1;000'of funds is available-per student

at the district levele,for a given year. These funds are obtained flvm

a variety of sources: local- revenues produca.$600 of the tqtal in this

illustration; Stetessources, $330; an0 Federal sources, the remaining

170. This total pool of funds is vsed to purchase various resources

which will inturn provide the intended educational programs:. The.dis-
.

/

trict outlines its plan for purchasing these.resources in variousAludget,

documents and keeps track of actual expenditures for these resources by

means of its accountg,og system throughout the school year.

While a pool of .41,000 per student is available at the district,

.level initially ,(this figure represents'an average over all K -12 students).,

not all students will receive the same amount of resources devoted,to

their programs. F.irst-o61?,11, notall of this $1,000 pool reaches the

school.buildings of the dirict; a small portion rs used to purchase'

districtwide (non-sthool or program specific) services such assthe,ser-
.

er
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EXHIBIT III

HYPOTHETICAL RESOURCE FLOW FROM FEDERAL, STATE,\
AND LOCAL SOURCES TO AN INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM

DI STRICT LEVEL BUILDING LEVEL

$1150/student,ola as EleaeatarY School

$110/sTupa

.:SllysTuutr

$445/sludeat for mnareading
program. all elementary students

113aysnitn!I

$1.0SU/stodont in a Seconds School

FEDERAL SOURCES

SiAll SOURCES

[::" LOCAL SOURCES

10316110 I
j

I STIOLstuuutr -I-

DistriAmtde nom-school or
Prayer Specific Services
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-vices of the superintendent. In our example, $50N,pf this $1,000 total
s

7
, -

is used for this purpose, leaving $950 to reach the school buildings.

Note that in our example all of this administrative"money has" come from

local sources.

However,notallschoolbuildingsreceivesimilar, funding levels.

Secondary schools usually receive yore funds per pupil Nil do elemen-

tary schools. In our example, where exactly half the students in the

r!

di-strict attend elementaryschools, and the other 'half attend secondary °

schools, the secondary schaots receive $1,050 per Student compared to

$850 per student at the alementary level (averaging $950 per studgint

overall). Beyond thiS difference,' the actual amounts allocated to these
,

,schooli may vary quite severely by fund,source. In our-example, the?en-
,

tire/pool of Federal funds $70/student at the district levelYmust be

spent for programs' in elementary schools- Thus;,:eft,thel$850 reaching

.the average elementap student,.$140 comes romTeaeral:sourceiwhersiOt

none of the $1,050 reaching our average sec dary student lair the-$50

spent for all K-12 administration) comes from t4t fund source. The
-4

State source funds.in our example, however, are evenly allocat4ppetween

elementary and secondary programs; and since none ofthe distifctwide

administrative activities drew upon these=funds,,thOull amount of $330
.

per ptupil is,passed along to be spent in all districtsthools at the

samesfunding level. The remainder Of our per pupil futi* at each type
.

of,school comes -from local sources. However, due to die existence of
.

Federal funds in the elementary buildings, only $380 of local funds are

provided for our average elementary student, compared to $720 of these

'funds for our average secondary student._

Within the elementary school setting, the $850 of per-Oupil funding
, .

must now be allocated.tospecific aca emi programs. in out example,

about.one-fourth,of the local funds are us d to provide t4 school's

basic reading program; this is because,rea g makes up about one-fourth
4

of the basic academicl'curriculum, in this sch Thus, all students are

'allocated about 000 of local funds far their reading instruction. The
,

-State funds of $330 per student, however, are spent one-half on reading

/1 8
, .
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. sand the-other half on all other programs. Thus all students are also

allocated $165 OfState funds for their reading instruction.

11

The Federal dollars of $140 per student in our elementary school

are actual.ly.compensatOry education monies in our example,'i.e., they

must be spent on.compensatory_education students. This district-has

told the State department of educatioh that it would concentrate its

entire compensatory education on the deifeloOment of reading skills.

Since our hypothetical elementary schoolehash enrollment made upigf

one-half compensatory education students and one-half non-compensatory

education students, our compensatory education students are also alio-

cated $280 of Federal funds for their reading program whereas the non-

compensatory education students reeive no Federal funds for this purpose.

The end, result of all these fund flows is that a compensatory edu-

cation student in our example elementary.school is allocated $545 of

fdnds.from all sources for his or ,her reading progrargq1110 of""tersaj.

funds plus $165 of State funds plus $280 of Feeeeal fdhds); while the

non-compensatory education student is allocated $265 ($]p of local

fends plus 16 of State funds). The resources bought with.,these funds.

are the same resources that would be reflected in the co't model for

.that program as developed using. Exhibits and

Units of Analysis

Program cost analysis in the Study was cohdudted for two different

units of analysis. Tim first .of these units $ the class? Anatyi
i

s
4611

at the classroom level is designed to portray the average cost per stu-

dent.per year of.each cost subtotal included In the model,for all stu-

.dents included in the classroom; This means'thit the cost for Supple- .

mental instruction, for instance, is the average of the actual c st per

student-for those students receiving supplemental instructionnstryction and a ---721

zero cost per student for thote students not
(
receiving this instruction.

For example, if supplementalinstrudtion costs $100 per'student annually

for base studentsadtually receiving it.and only one-thied of the class

1
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receives ,,this ins ruction, then the cost per student annually for supple-

mental AnslCructi "at the class'roomunit of analysis level sould be $33
o

(. 0:33 x'000 0:67 x $0).

At the classroom unit of analysis level, the amodiTiof time spent

,receiving (and"therefore the cost of) regular Instruction Is also aver -

'aged over the:entire classroom of students. For example, if regular in.-

struction amounts to 360 hoUrs per year per student receiving only'regu-
.

jar instr=uction (i.e., not receiving any supplemental instruction) and

toN24 hours, per year for students who receige_both regular and supple-
.

',mental instructiorr(due to some overlap between these instructiAbal

periods) and ?nly one-third of the classroom receives sipplemental in-

Struction, then the average hours of regular instruction received by 4

student in that classroom.wouf6 be 348 hours (= 0.31'x 324 +.0.47 x 360).

By way of contrast, the seco d' of the units of analysis addressed by

the program cost analysis in e Study is the instructional unit. 'This

unit is a sub-classroom unit and includes, as separate units withln.that

classroom, each cluster of,siudents having similar 'program experience,
, .

i.e., students-with the same regular instructor and with the same supple''

mental or compensatory du tion'instrpctor,a wen. -Thus, the above
,

ge
!

described example mi t nclude two instructional units with the follow-

inging characteristics:
? --

.

First instructional unit (only regular instruction received)
Cost per student year of supplemental instructioe.P
average hours of regular instruction received by a student = 360

Second instructional unit (both regular and supplemental iAtru-
tion received)
cost per stddent yearrof supplemental instruction = $100
average hours of'regullar instruction received by a student = 324

The situation described above could be complicated by the presence

1k of more than one supplemental instructor, but the conceptual differences

hetWeen the classroom ungt and the instructional unit would remain as

,described. 4 (

4

0 go
I

ti
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The above diicussion addressed the analysis differenCes between the

classroom and instructional units as relate'to direct teacher.ostudent
, .

contact. Similar differences exist reg4rUing the non-contact'activitiej

Modeled as well (i.e., planning, training, decision-making,administration).

At the._clasroom level, these non-contact 'abtts..muit reflect the average

of such costs over all students in the classrooms, ).e., the regular por-

tion from which all students benefit plus the average supplemental. (or,

compensatory,edlication portion) treated in a weighted averagiqashion as

was illustrated for the direct instrutional functions above.. For these

non-contact functions more personnel than only .teachers'are involved,

but the cost contribution from these staff are treated exactly Like those

of teachers in this regard,

DATA, COLLECTION

Local Budgets

A

.. The data used for building these cost models were obtained from a,

variety'of sources,
l

Local budgets, both general fund atcOmpensatory
A

edgcation,were obtained froM each, site. Resource totals used in many of

the 29 cells of Exhibitwere obtained-144rectly from these budgets com-

',bined with district and school compensatory education and total enroll-

ment figures,. Exhibit_1V describes the budget analysis procedtres.fol-'

lowed.for these data from each site.

444

Salary Data

Another major data source for thecoit models was a salary listing

obtained froMeacKsite for personnel involved-in the Study at each of

the schools studied at...the tite as well as any central personnel inter-
,

1

gee the Supporting Report, .c:ita Coiiection Management, for a discussion

,
. -.

of these instruments. -

7- .,..

,

21
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EXHIBIT-IV
-

IINFORMATION NEEDED FROM BUDGET°DOCUMENTS

iht

.Source Documents: 46chool Year 1976 -77 General Fund Budget

s.t School Year 1976-77 Compensatory Education Budget
. -

(all-that are relevantto stugy classrooms,

including at least the ESEA Tile I Budget for
" .

.,
, . (:7

,

School Year 1976-77) -7.
',.

c

A.'. From the General" Fund Budget

ti

1. Fringe benefitinformation.
° .

4

R '

a. Total cost of, fringe benefits (usually in "Fixed Charges"

portion of traditional -school budgets) including Social

Security, wor 4s compensation; health and life insurance,
(

plus any other fringe benefit type,of,cost. If a sarticular
t ,

,,,

benefit does notabply'to all Local 'Education Agency (LEA)
0 .

employees, the 4beCific target group show d , dentifjed .'.,--
.

(e.g., teachers' reti ement costs): l'.

\ Ivbey Total salaries(excl ing salaries of subStitute-teachers)
- - .

of all, LEA staff receiving beriefi0b included. jn 0. Cabovet.

,

0
Whenever a Specific,benefit40i been targeted to a barticular

-,.. .

group, the total salaries of ttfat targtt group should also

beiidentified. .`
.

. "c.. Total salaries for Substitute teachers. 'If

d. Total salaries for all teachers served by, the subSlitutet

" involved c. (above). .

.Books and audiovisual (AV)software

a. All costs for textbooks, workbOoks,'Aeaching supplies,

testing supplies, library books,-AV softwar'&41Waebtapes,

filmstrips, etc.), plus any other instructional conslimakle

item that applies to elementary reading-and/or math

(specifically grades Iand 3). g

.1.
b. These Costs are usually found in the "Instruction" account

oftraditional school budgets. -

<

c. The grade levels and subject matters served by each portion

of -the total included in a. (above) should be Identified.

22 '
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EXHIBIT IV continued)

d. School-specific totals (for the schools in Study sNlp

should be shown only if they are shown a\that level of detail

in the overall budget. Where available, these totals should

be identified as to the school, grade(s), and iubje t(s),

(reading, math, etc.),, that are served.

3., Audiovisual equipment

a. All costs for AV.equi ment lacements, new purchases etc.

b. These totals are usually found in the "Maintenance of Plant

and Equipment" and/or "Capital Outlay" accounts of traditional

school budgets:

c. The school (if available), grade(s), and subject(s) served

should be identified.

4. 'Other -instructional equipment

a. All costs'for instructional equipment (not specified as,bei05

AV) replacement, new purchases, etc.
.

b. These totals ei-e usually found' in the same accounts as 3. .°1'

(above).

c. The school (if available), grade(s), nd subject(s) served

should be idientified.

B. From the CoMpensatory'Education Budget.(s)

4.1
1. Fringe benefi information

a. See A.I. (above).

b. The s,ecific compensatory education dge which-any

da'- has been taken should be identifie as well.

Ooks a d audiovisual (AV),'software"
fat

(adovs).
/

b. The specific compensatory education budget from which any
,

data has been taken should be identified as well.

AU lovIsual equipment

See A.3. (above).

the specific compensatory education budget from which any

data has been4taken should be identified as wel

23
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EXHIBIT 11/2ccontinued)
el ?

16

4, Other instructional equipment .,

a. See A.4. (above).

b. The specific ompensatory education budget from which any

lidata has/been taken should' identified as well.

5. Miscellaneous training costs -------____:_

a. All costs of in-service training or workshops funded under

comp nsatory education, including expenses paid to trainees,

fe se7r paid to training. conlultants, training materials, etc.
b. The specific compensatory education budget providing data,

A plus the schoot(s), grade(s),.and subject(s)-served should

also be identified.

'6. Miscellaneous administrative equipment

a. All costs of non-instructioW"quipment fund under

compensatory education.

b: The specific ompensatory education budgetwroviding the_

data, plOs t schoolisj, grade(s), and subject(s) served

should be identified.
z .

7. Miscellaneous adm4nistrative costs

a. All non - personnel administrative exOrrses funded under

compensatory education, including office supplies, office
. y

rentals, etc. .

3

r ,vr

b, the specific compensarbry,education budget providing the

data, plus the school(s), grade(s)., and subject(s)/shOuld

also be identified.

2

1
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viewed, These data included not only the total 1976-77 salary from al.)

sources but also the specific contribution to that total, from local

. sources, Federal funds, or State funds sources (see- Exhibit V, an ex-

cerpt frdm the District Program Report instrument used in the Study).

These data, coupled with the fringe rate data described in Exhibit IV,

were used to establish a' "price" for each staff time resource identified

in the Study, as being allocated to the instructiOwl, programs of inier-

rest at that school or site:

lt,should be noted that, while data were obtained on funding sources

for each salary figure, only the total salary figure was used in the anal-

yses conducted. These fund. source-detailed data are available for futures

anal'yses', however.

4 number of assumptions regardilowsa4ary were made due to limitations

of the data actually collected. These assumptions included:

The average salary for paraprofessionals used in regular
instruction in a given Study school was assumed to be
equal to tht for compensatory education paraprofessionals
or aides in that same school,

, The average salary for other instructional personnel .

. (encompassing mostly district-paid subject specialists)
used in regular instruction in a given Studyischool was ,4-
assumed to be equal to that for regular teachers in that
same school,

The average salary for other instructional personnel used
in supplemental instruction in a given.Studycschool was
assumed to be equal to that for supplemental or compen-
satory education teachers in that same school.

It shoulj also be noted that the salary data.obtained were average
o

salariei for a given staff category (e.g., regular teachers, supplemental

teachers, aides) in a Study school. Data could have been obtained in'a

classroom or personnel-specific manner, but in the interests of minimiz-

ing the Local Educa ion Agency/Study site coordinator repOrting burden

S5the aggregated dat requested via Exhibit V'sought instead. This fact

was referenced earlier in e disdussion of the decisign to use local

25
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EXHIBIT V

1'XCERPJFROM THE DISTRICT PROGRAM REPORT

Enter total sal ry amounts and amounts from various sources for selected
personnel sin e h.schce.ibui,lding in the study. These totals will have ,
to be'compute frpm available lists.- Includes only the -district .

administrator that was interviewed; the'principals that were inteyviewed
as Well as regular and supplementary.teachers.that Were ilLitelEthevisci.r..

NQte there is a separate category for Comp Ed Paraprofessionals .Aides)
and they/Were not usually interviewed. Use As ma13y-fordis as needed to
enter totasalardes'and FTE's (not people) for eachistudy

r--

STAFF

.CATEGORY'

.,

CATEGORY
FTE

, .

TOTAL

SALARY
LOCAL
FUNDS ,

. -

..FEDERAL

, 'FUNDS. ,e

STATE

'FUNDS

Compensatory
Ed.' Adminis.-

trator
4:7

,

_ -

.

.

. ,

e,

.

:.
-

Field Size:. (3.1) " ,(5.0) (5.0

No 4Oh00,1S to follow below

(5'.0) (5.0)

School Code.-

11'

,
.

. .
.

. .

.. w,.

Principal
e ,-- --7---N ,

.

'Reg.
4

Teachers
.

,
.

.

.

Supplem.
Tchrs'.

_,...!

- 10,
.

.
.

.
.

.

OMp. :..

Aides -,Ti

. .

,.

.

.

.

... .

%

-%

.

- -,

FS (3.1) (6.q.)

- 5

26
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rather than standard salaries in the cost analyses due to the already

°aggregated nature of the local salary data.

Staff Time Allocations

19

4,

Staff time allocation estimates were obtained in a number of ways.

For classroom instructional activities (regular or supplemental), esti-
4

mates were obtained from all teaching personnel in the Study as to the

amount of time students received regular instruction, the amount of time

students received supplemental instruction, and the amount Of overlap -

between these two times for each student. These individual estimates

were used (in a manner reflected earlier in the, discussion of the units

of analysis) for each program to determine the total hours of reading

instruction received each year by a student in that program. Data on

staff ratios during regular and supplemental or compensatory education

instruction were also obtained from all teaching-personnel. Together

with the "price" data alluded to above, these time and staff ratio

/data produced these in-the-classroom resource Costs.

Estimates of the amount of, paraprofessional or other (paid) staff

time' used in regular and supplemental instruction were also obtained

froi,all teaching personnel. Together with the.staff ratiO,and student

time allocation data above and the salary assumptions regarding para-
.,-

professionals and other; (paid) staff listed eaflieriathese staff time,

estimates produced the in-the-claisroom resource costs associated with

these staff.

For thetime allocations not involving student time, each person

interviewed providedtestimates of the percent of their available time

time not in contact with students) they devoted to the
1/4

following activities:

Planning for reading*, math, and other programs;

Training for such programs; .

Decision-making related to such programs; and

27
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Administrative duties related to such programs.

Exhibits VI', VII, and VIII show the actual survey item used for teachers,

principals, and district administrators, respectively.

Coupled with data 'the actual amount of available working hours

each year for that person, the total time devoted by that person.t0 each.

oftheseactivitieswasdetermined.Usingthisasabasis,the program

total for this Sllocation .was determined. The cost of this total was

then "priced," using the salary/fringe data described above, and finally

allocated to the number,,,of students served by that program in order to

obtain further entries for EZhibit I.

Analysis Design/Data Limitations

A number of analysis design liMitations should be noted here. First,

it was assumed that principals and district administrators have littleor

no direct classroom instructional contact with students on a regular basis

in our Study sites and school's. Thus, no costs for these personnel are

included in the inrclassroom functions of each cost model (regular in-

struction and supplemental instruction).

It should also be noted that aides and other (paid) staff, as refer-

enCed above, were not interviewed in the Study. Thus, the staff time

allocation data reflected in'Exhibits VI, IVII, and VIllomere not obtained

for these personnel. Consequently no costs are shown for these person-
..

nel in the non-classroom functions of each cost model.(-planning,

ing, decision- making, adthinistration). This omission would cause all

cost models to be underestimates of actual costs had these persondel

provided these data, but. the ?degree of this underestimate is assumed

to be slight, In asimilar.application of,these costing techniques' such

an omission would have amounted to an average of no more than one per-

cent of total program costs.

28
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EXHIBIT VI

° EXCERPT FROM, TEACHER (REGULAR AND SUPPLEMENTAL) I NTERV I EWS

[USE TEACHER CARO T] Under your current contract, you have a certain number of working hours when you are

not in scheduled contact with students. (PROVIDE AN ESTIMATE OF THE NUMBER OF SUCH HOURS FOR TEACHERS

IN THIS SCHOOL DISTRICT.] This non-contact time would include time prior to the start of classes in

fall, time after thb'%lose of classes in spring, time before students arriveieVech school,day, time

after students leave school each day, days or hours of in- service training, and other days when you

are required to work and the students are not in school. Please estimate for the full school year how .

you use these working hours during which you are not in scheduled contact with students. (ENTER PERCENT

FOR EACH] .

ACTIVITIES CATEGORY ..

PERCENT OF TIME

a. Planning for math instruction

b. Planning for reading instruction -v.

.

C. Receiving training for math instruction

d. Receiving training for reading instruction

e. Participating in decisions related to math instruction (such as selecting

materials or tests, determining performance objectives, determining
evaluation designs, etc.)

.

f. Participating in decisions related to readingtinstruction (such as selecting
materials or tests, determining performance dbjectives, determining evaluation

designs, etc.) , ,
.

g. Performing other activities related to math instruction such as grading

papers, meeting with parents, eta.)

. Performing other activities relate17717E7477717,c7Ton (such at grading
paper,. meeting with parents, etc.)

I. Al) otner non-contact activities [SPECIFY]

j. Total Time - 100%

29



KIRSCHNER ASSOCIATE,S INC.

EXHIBIT VII

EXC T FRC* THE PRINCIPAL4FACT SHEET

22

The following question asks that you assess the percent of time that you have
will work on the following activities during the school year.

What is the percent of wal working time that you spend on each of the
-following activities?- (TUTAL PERCENT OF TIME WILL.EgUAL 100%) .

PERCENT

Planning for. . .

Comp ed reading activities

Comp ed math activities

flI
All other instructional activities

Receiving or conducting training for. . ;

Comp ed reading activities

Comp ed math activities

All other instructional activities

.

Participating in decisions (that is, selecting materi
r-

als

or tests, determining performance objectives, determin-
-ing"evaluation designs) related to.: . . ,

Comp ed reading activities 4

Comp ed math activities

S

al

-U

All other instructional.- activitiesactivities

General admInistrative activities for.

Comp ed reading

Comp ed math

All other areas

All other activities (LIST)

30
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A

EXHIBI1'.V11J

E;1PTFROM THE DISTRICT FACT SHEET

The; following question asks that you assess the percent of time

that you have or will work on the following activities during
the, school year.

23

`What it the percent of total working time that you spend on each of
the following activities? (,TOTAL- PERCENT OF TIME W1LL EQUAL

100%.) PERCENT

--0. Planning for. . .

Comp ed reading activities

Comp ed math activities

All other instructional activities

Receivina or ipndUcting trainina for. .

_Comp ed reading activities

Comp ed math, activities

All other instructional' activities

Participating in decisions (that is, silectina materials
or tests, determining performance objectives, determin-
ing evaluation designs) related to. . .

. r

Comp ed reading activities

Comp ed math activities

All other instructional ac-> ities

_GenetAl Administrative activities for.

Comp ed reading

Comp ed math

All other areas

ot6i other activities (LIST)

'31
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Treatment of Missing. Data'

24

The program cost analysis is based upon a deterministic-cost-model ;--

i.e., there exists a total program cost to which every resource which

incurs costs contribu tes. In order to ascribe a total program cost to
, -

Ay Ovenallalysis unit, all data values needet1 for the cost analysis

Must be present. To do otherwisewould be akin to estimating total

family 1ivi g expenses but leaviylg'ovt mortgage payments for those cases
/,

where mortgage loan paymendata were unavailable. Thus, wherea given

item of data needed for the cost analysis was missing, an average value

for'this item w'as substituted to allow complete calCulation to proceed.

The average value chosen for use in place of a missing value was deter-

, mined in the following priority manner; i.e., the first of these options

that provided data would be chosen:

first choice was the average of this item from other

resp dents in the same.school, grade, and role;

2. ,next- was from other respondents
, and role;

3. next was from other respondents
at that site in, the 'same role an

4. next was from other respondents
at that site in the same role;

,

next was from other respondents
where such a role exists (e.g..,
compensatory education teacher)

5..

and grade;

in the same school

in other Study schools
d grade;

in other Study,schools

in a similar role
regular teacher or
in the same schooi

6e next was from other respondents in a similar role in
the same school;

4

7. next was'from other respondents in a similar role in
other Study schools at that site in the.same grade; ,^

8. 'next was from other respondents in a similar role in
other Study schools at that site;

9. next was,from other respondents in other Study sites
,in9the role and grade;

d

iex as from other respondents in other Study sites

in the same 'role;'

.32
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O

\

la.# next was from ocher respondents in other Studiosites
in Oe'same role;

la. ne4iwpsfof other.resp&idents in a similat role where
such a ro,le exists in other Study sites in the same
'grade; :

)2. last was,for other respondents in a similar role in
other Study sites.

EXhibit IX summarizes these 12 priority methods for filling miss-
,

ingvalues.

Missing salary data were first sought within thesame site, then

within other Study sites within that same State, then from the-fUll.

Study data base, if necessary.
4
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EXHIBIT IX

SUMMARY OF PRIORITY CHOICES FOR FILLING
MISSING COST'ANALYSIS DATA VALUES

(Numbers Shown are "Ordi-nal Preferences) r.

, .

Location ,

Role Grade Level Same School
SamefSite

Other Schools Other Sites
1

,

Same Role

2
Same Grade

.

1 3 9

-

Any Grade
.

2

. .

4 - 10
.

Similar Role

(if possible)

Same Grade
_........-

5 7 .11

,.

Any.Grade
.

6 12
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